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.4 . . : ) . et 3 & 2 N * : ’
. . have more kin in town, more frequent interection yith nearby relatives, ‘
S . ‘ R ) N
. . N . . . . . . . » -
end more exchange of mutual eid witk kin. There is no indication that* .
‘ . . . ) . - .
. the traditioral Mexican Azericen extended family breaks down with . '
‘ o B
. urbanization, acculturation, or socioceconcmic mobility, It is”- |
) suggested that discrimination by the Anglo mejority reinforces kin .
. \ )
ties arong Mexican Americans. ’ .- C .l .. _f
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In the f1rst half of th1s century, Robert Redf1e]d Ta]cott Parsons o ;

and Ra]ph L1nton, aUDng others, argued that urban1zat10n 1s accompan1ed 7 ¥ ' :

by @ decline in the integration of the extended kin group Since the ear]y

N

. ’ 1950's, howev%r, ev1dence has accumulated 1nd1cat1pg no simple. connection

v ~ M

between urbanization and the "isolated" nuciear “family. Desp1te the growxng
weight of eVidenEe, authors writing about Mexican Americans more often than ) ‘

. ,,,,,/’:> not’ suggest that wh1]e the "traditjonal” Mexican Amer1can extended family

&

1s a strong funct1ona] k1n group,.this pattern is breaking down w1th

o~ 4

urban1zat1on Moore, for examp]e, tonc]udes that "FamiliSm seems to be

v

R decﬂ1n1ng.1n the big opt1es of the Southwest" (1970: 118) Penalosa concursdeclaning
' "In urban areas of southern Ca]1forn1a at 1east, the trad1t1ona1 extended
. (famtly group Jnc]ud1ng s1b11ngs and the1r ch11dren is no ]onger found- to
any s1gn1f1cant extent" F1n&]1y, in the most recent work on the Mex1can
- 'Amer1can family to date, A1v1rag and Bean state that while "vest1ges of T
. . the more trad1t1ona] Mex1can Amer1can famﬁ]y 11nger on, espec1a11y in rural
| ‘areas and'in thé‘more 1so1ated barr1os, for’ the most patt "fam11y patterns
e L among Mex1tan Amer1cans have-been 1nvo]ved 1n processes of change related
~ to generation, c]ass dwfferences, and 1ncreasing urban1zat1on" (1976: 290 291). : o
" Other authorezsuggest that régard]ess of the change occurring in urban .t
. . Mexicap Amep1can fam1]1es, the»k1n group cont1nues to be 1mportant and in
| any event is much more, 1ntegrated than that.of Ang]o Amerlcans For examp1§F
Madsen finds "that the Mex1can.Amer1can'extended family in South Texas is d
'_"slowly brgak1ng down" with soc10econom1c mob111ty and acculturat1on but .
-G "Regard]ess of étass aff1T1at1on or degree of angl1c1zgt1on, the ties of - the

2 %

f Lat1n fam11y are far stronger thah those of the Ang]o fam1ly“ (1964 46)




Obvious in many of the preceding statements about change in the
Mex}can American kin group is the tendéncy for authors to ¢ite aécu]turatﬁon

in ‘addition to urbanism as a cause of, fami1ia] dissolution. In their bodk

’

The Mex1can-Amer1can PeogJe, Greb]er, Moore, and Guzman perhaps best sum up

-

this p0s1t1on - "o judge from the 1imited data on living’ arrangements and

- ~

visiting patterns,, then, relationships within the extended kinship group” .
among Mexican Americans have declined in importance with jncreased urbani-

zation, acculturation, and contact with the dominant system! (1970:354).

”‘ké the relationship between*kinship and urbanization,'however, accu]turfﬂ,

I3

ation qnd family structure have no s1mp]e un1drrect1ona] assoc1a/Jon. ln ‘ : .
‘fact, GordJn (1954) and more recently Kramer (1970) argue: that while after
one or two generat1ons ethiiic groups in the United States tend to readw]y
adoptlthe majority's cu]tura]'natterns such as'the~English 1anguage; American
dress, Anericen music and recreatdona] pastimes, the American values and -

.
> 4
{

N

sense of a common past and so on, they_remain.separate social groups with
distinctive ethnica]]y—enc]osed primar} group re]ations Thus, even wjth
soc1oec0non1c mob111ty and change of residence, the second and third - .
. .generations may rema1n in what has beep ca]led ‘the "g11ded ghetto " .

| Desp1te contact‘w1th Ang]os in the schools, the workplace, neighborhoods,

= . - - e

~ and places of mass-recreatjon, ethnic minority individuq[s may have no intimate

oy "

=

’ Enowledge ;bout or_relationships with Anglos. For- example, R]virez agg
Bean (1976) found the, vast uaJor1ty of Mexican Amer1cans in theﬁr survey L
samp]e have only fr1ends of Mexican descent regardless of the respondent s i
c]ass or acculturation status. PreJud1ce and d1scr1m1nat10n by the dom1nant ' .
society, of course, are overwhelming reasohs for the restr1ct1on of pr1mary

‘relatiqns.within the ethnic group but it is probabty a]so the result of the :L

L . ] A ?
. « .




desire to share certa1n feelings of ethnic pr1de with others of simiTar ~
>

background and the npre vague, but pevertheless redl, fee]1ng of be1ng .

,eXamp]es of a rea] ki netvork.

[

.popu]at1on and’r1sks perpetuat1ng ethnic stereotypes

. numerous implicit ghd exp11c1t-compar1sons of Ang]o and Mex1can American’

Given thf\s1tuat1on,~ :

\

’more comfortable" w1th members of one S own group.

ethnwc fam11y re]at1onsh1ps continue to offer cquort and*support and take {*
. J

“on renewed meaning regard]ess ‘of acculturation, social mob111ty, or the e o
adaptation to city life. -. ) : - .

-

—— v -

Turning to. the evidence in the literature I will not review in deoth

. the common]x recogn1zed character?st1cs of the Mexican Amerlcan k1n group.

But in sum, what is genera]]y referred to as the "trad1t1ona1“ Mexican

4

American extended family is, spec1f1ca11y; a loca11zed kin group cons1st1ng
A ]

. of a nwﬂber of related houseno]ds amose menbers 1nteract together frequently

‘ “

and ‘exchange mutual aid. MWhile prev1ous research has establlshed the

ut111ty of. th1s construct, the type of data co]]ected severe]y hampers - sub- .

E 3

sequent, eva?uat1on and comparison. .Few stud1es havg opera§1ona11zed measures

_pf Tnteractlon of exchange or for that matter present more than one or tuo

Without this informat1on it is hazardous
1o d1scuss the "ohange" occurlng in Mex1can American fam11y structure -- .
first, an emp1r1ca] baseline is needed. Furthermore, most of the research

in the past has dttempted ‘to portra} the "typical” Mex1can Amer1can»fam11y

vhich, as AIV1rez and Bean point out, 1gnores emerg1ng segments of the

5

F1na]1y, despite the

- .
-~

ﬁami]y'ties, no existing study provides emp1r1ca1 data on the subJect

. :'; The results of recent research will be .presented Here to‘estab11sh an
. accurate descr1pt1on of Mexican Amer1can extbnded family structure in three

t' Southern Ca11forn1a towns, to assess the extent to which it fits the.

x : 1
14 .

R
\
»




- structure with that oflAng]o Amemcans

'L

" and they have an average of nine years of educatloh

"fraditjonal® Mex'rcan Amemcan fam.;x and to compare Mex1can Amemcan famﬂy

- *e

In addition, the effects of . -

urbanization, acc]turatxon and soCioecondmic- status on extended family

¢ * -
r

structure among Mex1can Amer1cans wﬂ] be exp]ored

—

. The communities chosen as a settrng for- reSearch are s;tuat‘ed in
southern’ﬁahforrha, the state with the largest Spamsh speakmg/Spamsh- o

surname population in the Umted States. The Spamsh-speakmg popu]at16n

m California is pr1ma,rﬂy urban dwe]hng and is concentrated within 13

~

metropohtan areas, two of whxéh cover the three tovms selected for study~

Santa Barbara, Santa Paula, @nd Oxnard Santa Paula has 18, 000 peep1e and -

is an agr1cu]tura_l,;own., Santa Barbara and Oxnard are. both metropohtan

citidswith over 70 000 people,

C

Interv1ews with a stratified nandom sample of Hex1can Amer1cans in 9

census tracts were coaducted in the spr1ng and summer of ’1975. 77% of those

= .

contacted accepted the 1n,’germew gwmg a total of 666 respondents A"
survey of Anglo Americans was conducted in th& sprmg of 1976.

(
se]ect1on from the same 'nine census tracts, 55% of those cogtacted .agreed

'_'p

In @ random

to be interviewed -- for a total of 340 wivi te Anglo Ameticans. .
. ¥ B § - . 0( : £ . ’

Description. of the Samples . . ¢ ! R i

AT

The two ethnic group samp]es are fa1r1); sum%r in age,_ sex and mar1ta1
status (Most respondents are middle aged fema‘le and ma;med Res1dent1a1 g

/

stabﬂ1ty, however, is much more 1characterrst'cc of the Hexﬂ:an(Amemcans
. T

than the Ang]os The targe majority of the Mexxcan Amerxcan heads of house- .

hold have blue col]ar jobs most]y semz sk;f'ied aud uhskﬂ]ed occupat1ons, LT

The majority of Anglos,
< .

.on the other hand, are wh1te collar workersvw‘f,th one or more years f coﬂege.

~ LS
! N
. ‘ .'.'-.P -

. VYo L <
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It is also 1mportant to note the var1at1on within the Mexican American . b e

) A 4

sample” 1tse1f Forty percent of the sample is first generation {born 1n .

Mex1co) 35% is secdnd generation, and 19% 1s third generat1on The immi-

-4 -

grants genera]ly have only an e]ementary education, speak ma1n]y Spanlsh,
and 1dent1fy as 5 "Mex1can " 'Second generatwon respondents are likely ib ‘ 3
‘_have ten years of schoeling, %0 speak Ehg]1sh and probably also Spanlsh and
o 1dent1fy as ¥Mext:;n Amer1cqn" or “Hex1can." Lastly, *third generat1on TN
regpondents have an average of e%even-years ofieducat1on,‘speak mainly-
Engl1sh and tend to )dent1fy as somet?1ng other than “Mex1can," such as .

"Mek1can Amer1can," "Amer1can of Hex1can descent, ;”Ch:cano. Hhile

-

st of the f1rst generatuon heads of hoqseho]d are, 1n the lowest occupationa]
categories, many in the second and third generat1ons hold skilled manua] labor ~

jobs .or wh1te collar pos1t1ons /In sum, the immigfants from Mexico d1ffer

both cultura]ly and,socioeconomica]iy from the native-born second and third

-~
-

generat1ons - '? VR
’ N}th regard to the extended family, all three generat1ons of Mexican
Amer1cans are much mare ]1ke]y to have re]atﬁves i town than are Ang]os .

They are also related to larger numbers of households in town. In compar1ng

» ‘ ' /Q
the three generat1ons in Table 1, it is clear, however, that the first e

-

generation Mexicans have fewer kin in town than either of the native-born
- | 4

%

e
segments T‘é\{1rst generat1on respondents obvrous}y-must ]eave many of '

v T .y

their re]at1ves in Mex1co, but a 1oca]1zed kin group is apparently reestabllshed

in this country through subsééuent generat1ona1 geographic stab1]1ty. Mex1can
Kmer1cans v1s#& more frequent]y with their relativés in town. and they a]soi
-- -’ f

visit with larger numbers of nearby kin than Anglos as can be seen in Table 2.

]
Almost 40% of the Mex1can Americans v1s1t more than twoihe]ated househo]ds <

x\a week’ compared to 14% of the Ang]os-_: . o . ,

-
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. o 8 . “. . . o een heie La
-t ¢ . Both Anglos and Mexican Americans engage in mutual a1d with their kin

iﬁ town but there are significant differences betueen,the two qroups regardind

spec1f1c types of mutual aid- Respondents with’re]atives'in town were asked

. . -whether seven types of help . had been given to or received from nearby kin in
T the last year A signiﬁicant]y greater number of Mexican Americans than .

éﬁﬁ%los report g1V1ng five of the types of aid to’ re]at1ves and rece1v1ng four '
of the types of . s '

. . L
- . 3
® .

In order to eva]uate fan11y sﬁructure as a who]e ve-exn combine a -

*

number ‘'of. the 1nd1cators just discussed, 1nto a s1ng]e scale dep1cted 1n
. Table 3. Clearly, the Anglos are massed at the lower end of the scale, _ )
the majority being totally w1thout kin in town. Thosé Anglos with re]at1ves
are 1ntegrated&h then to some extent but onl);@a. one hundred has a
highly 1ntegrated 1oca1 extended fam11y. On the other hand more than one

in seven'xmmlgrant Mexicans has a highly 1ntegrated kin group. Theﬁnat1ve-

born Mexican'Americans fall at the upper end of the scale, where about 80%

have either mid or high kin 1ntegraF1on - . . L '—’;
It is poss1b]e that the differences 1n extended fam1]1sm are due to - }
’

. ¢ / reasons other than ethnicity, such as social class and geographic mob1]aty.

) Since the AnSlos arexmain}y'white collar and geographically mobi]e:;;hese

o ' ] faetors a]bne could account for their re}atiye]y weak’extended family system. :,
Yet; the corre]ations between Anglo versus Mexican Ameritan'ethnic group'and

-~

extended ‘family 1nd1cators remain s1gn1f1cant when contro]11ng sxmultaneously

~ 4
- for occupat1on education,. and years of residence in town. In other words, .
‘ t
the d)fferences between.the two gro?ps:are due mostly to ethnlcrty
rather than socioeconomic or, geographic mobility. "

£




" ‘ * ’ .-". ' P ) .k»
‘ M : Having established the structure, of‘the extended family among Mexican

= . Am°r1cans, 1et us turn to an exam1natlon of 1ts 1nterre]at1onsh1p w1th

urban1zatﬁon, accu]turat1on and soc1oeconom1c status wwthin the ethn1c .
<

'., . group. Our data suggest thatathdiurban Mexican Amerxcan ‘extended fam11y is
S |
! quite simjlar structura]ly to. the "tradﬁt1ona1" family observed in rura]

aréag. There-is no indication tht the extended family "breaks down

. cee L - : -

these cities. . . / T .
_ - : S i

. . . ' e as .

A]ready, the generational evidence presented’g1ves us some 1nd1cat1on A

/:5 . about the relationship between accu]turatlon soc1a] c]ass, and extended
fam111sm —But‘an order to 1n3estlgate the effects of acculturation,and

. -

Tt c]ass more accurate]y, separate scales have been constructed The cross-

N

tabu]at1on of extended family structure by 1eve} of aeculturat1on 1n Tab]e 4—
! .1nd1cates that extended fam1]1sm is greatest among respondents who are m1d" ‘
or "h1gh" in accu]turat1on Furthennore, in TabTe 5 cro\s>tabu1at1on of «
/ extended fam11y structure by soc1oeconom1c status 1nd1cates high family

1ntegrat1on is present most often among respondents in the h1ghest.so€’/f

[

status 1eve1 Nor is %this f1nd/ng un1que. Other authors have discovered -
that fam1]1a] visits and the exchange of aid are more‘frequent amogg the
bettersoff urban dwellers who can afford to spend the t1me and money

*  necessary to keep up reiatwonsh1ps with k1n somet1mes w1de1y d}spersed in .
T - w Lt .

, a metropolitan area. . ." ’
! r

In conclusdion, the evidence 5ndjcates tha¥ the local extended family

L4 .
i

' is retained in urban life by Mexican Americans. Moreover; the extended
. fam11y becomes stronger with generat1ona1 advancement, accu]turat1on and

sociosconomic mob1]1ty‘ The assoc1at1on of accu]turag~on and soc1oeconom1c -
\
~ status w1th extended fam1]1§m can best be understood 1n light. of the géner—

ational data. The 1mm1grants from Mexico come from rural-areas.and generally

0.

1 R




. .-. - ) ; . . ' - . 3"_ ’ :
Jhave very Titgle educatlon and femloccupatzonal sk1lls, as: well ‘as a Timited | '

.

6pdersta‘ndmg of Eng]1sh, all of which restr1ct the1r opportun1t1es in thE

S. labor market. As a resu]t, they are empﬂoyed ma1n1y as ]aborers.

&ince the f1rst generation thus domJnates both the lowegt socloecdnom1c ’ .
Status and the -Towest acculturation level, and since they .also have the S - -
smallest 1oca1 kjn'groupa«the.reason vie find the leastﬁdntegrated extended ' .

‘The second‘

families _anong the unacbu]turated 1ower class Becomes'clear “

and th1rd generat1ons have a greater fac111ty for EngT1sh higher Tevels

of educat1on, and,

economic status.

S

onsequent]y, are’ most“11ke?y to achieve a h1gh soc1o—

¥ N
type of generational adaptation and agp]1f1cat1on

»

*

Their local extended fam111es are also.a product of th1s

-
2 »
* -

In compar1son to Mexican Americaps, Ang]os have a ]rmyted 1oca] extended .

family: and other comparat1ve studies have similar f1nd1ngs In a study,of
]

upper m1dd]eic1ass Protestants, Citho]1cs, and Jews 1n Chlcago, w1nch and
- " others found that vhile Protestants are 1east fam1lwstfc, Jews tend” to ‘have

the most nearby re]at1ves and 1nteract w1th relatives most often They

conc]ude that Jews are non~m1gratory and chose to stay near the1r fam1]y,

\

noting that th1s does not necessarily inhibit social mobility or, the attain- ‘
p @

nent of high soc1oeconom1c status. . In the: same vay, urban Hex1can Amer1cans

) ' :

.appear to be relatively non- m1gratory and fam1]1st1c. Moreover, Jbesides , -~

re

' valuing the local kin(ﬁroup more, perhaps both Jews and Mechan\Amer1cans
/

f1nd the family 1s a%_1mportant pr1mary support group 1n a sqciety wh1ch o

* P

has historically subjected them to preJud1ce and d1scr1m1gat1on ' .

- i

: |
Finally, it must be pointed out that the expectat1on for the dec11ne R
_ of the traditional Mex1can American family is based on an ass1m1]at1on1st ’
— ~ . .

"¢ perspective -- the belief that,w1th accu]turat1on and soc1oeocnom1c mobility, °°

Je

\
e




MexicqiéAﬁéricans will become'part of mainstream American life 1o$ing,

oY

thexr d1st1nct1ve types of" soc1a] orgah1zat1on including the extended ~

family. Hheregs, the more ]1ke1y pattern among urban Mexican Amer1cans

e
\ -

"is.acsglfggﬂtwﬁh and limited socxoéconom1c mob1]1tj combined with ethn1ca]1y—

-
- .

~7
enclosed’pmmary group 1n’€eractlon
‘o

. -
* s
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/’% . * RELATED HOUSEHOLDS IN TOWN BY PERCENTAGE®.

» , "y ,
i~ - -
:;- : - ¥ J. - ' N /
R B _ Mexican American - |~ Anglo "
Numbe# of ‘| “First _Second  Thjrd Total " S
“Houskholds | (H=226) . (n=222) (w=11d) .| ~tne6D3) (N=184) ’
- Tto5 , | --65 44 83
6t 10. |} 22, L% (L S
Nto20 | - 10 28 .24 AT I B A
T : . . . . B ¥ PRI . 4 . S
oy apver 20 3 20 © - 17 12 1
. ";'Tota'l 2100 000 . 100 100 - 106
. : — . - . -
. Total Mex1can Amomcan vs. Anglo x- 2 =93, 0; df = 3 P < 001 »: .
*  *Excludes- reSpondonts who “are not re]ated to h0use}‘ds in town, e e
, &S . R c - a
- . - ; Tab]e 2 ’
‘ L RELATED HOUSEHOLDS IN TOMN VISITED WEEKLY BY PERCENTAGE® - -
: “j’\ a ' -
[ _ v :
’ Mexican American "1 Anglo A
Number of _First--. Second .Tﬁirq- - | .. Total 1 Lo r
> ’ ) ot - oy A '
) -Households (N=226)  (N=222) (N=118) -(N=603) (N=184).
v Nor_le \ 28 P 16: - 13 ’ﬁ’ . 2’] . ' 22 - . -
Lo . 4 v - » o
o lor2z . 46 37 -.%36 40 I 64 - 4
T § - .‘/c“ ¥ . - . , )
u ,32":to 5 18 27 32 o f 25 - ] -10 k
. 4 6 or more 8 20 19 . TR B L
.. - Total | 100 100 100 . 10 | 100 o
) “Tota] Mexican American vs. Ang1o )}/ = 46.5; df = 3; P < 901 @ -
. * x
-~ *Excludes respondents. wvho are not re'latgd to Pouseho'fds in town. .- ’
. - . ) . ' R . 13 ’ . - e




. _Tab]e 3 - "

*

. - =

LOCALEXTENDED FAMILY STRUGJURE BY PERCENTAGE -

~

.

4
L

.

. .

Structural Inj:egr%t:i on
‘of Extended Family

."/-‘ y

Mexican American

Fir:,st

[(N=264)  (N=237) E125)

Second " Third

Y

Mo kin pi-eseni_:
Low\'i.n;te:qr'ati.op
Mid integration .
High integratior;

Total . >

e

14
33
38

" 100

15 -

L

. 6 .6

-]

14 15 .

37 39
43 40 .

100 . 100

9

22 .
39.
30

enlsanns.

100 °

1 5
Total Mexican Aperican vs. Anglo x2 =)97..6; df = 3; P < .001.

= -~ :
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Table 4

ICAN AMERICAN EXTENDED- FAMILY STRUCTURE

C * 7 -AND ACCULTURATION LEVEL BY PERCEMTAGE*
. "‘ ' -' L
[} 4 - .*0 ‘
i ,/\ 3
—Sﬁructura] - Acculturation Level”
* Tdtegration of - =~
Extended Family Lew v1q H}gh S
. o (N=179) (N=192) (N=91)
- ’ *
No kin present 16 3 7.
gﬂizLow integratien 33 15 13
Mid integration # 38 3 37 38
High integration 13 85 52
"Total " . 100 100 100
N\ -
» o
& = 67.7; df = 63 P <001 - v

' t,

*Some of the samp]e has beenffzzt because of missing ansuers i

for items used in constructing either thé accwlturation or
+ the extended family scale.

L
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g o7 Table 5 '
- MEQICAN’AHE’RICAN EXTENDED FAMILY STRUCTURE S
.. . AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS BY PEREENTAGE* < ’,
’ v '&Y’t . : B i
. - .% Socjoeconomic Status - -
Structural -~ N — - ) ~
- .. - Integration of. Low Mid High I
- .})' - “ EXten'ded Fafm .LY - (N__:_soo)' (N=]02) ' (H=88) . . y .
: e ) '\. N é’ . . Rl ) . 'j ‘ - ‘6: .
.- . . =~ No-kin present ’ 14 8 6 Tt
A ' ,&/_L'ow i;lte'gratign - 23 | 18" ", 16 ]
lhd mtegratmn 20 . 36° - 30 .-
‘ ‘ H?gl} mtegratmn 23 - 38 49
. ¢ ' — — —
w A Tota'ls' 100 {100 - 106
» - . ’.‘ ' h ﬁ, ‘ » . . :]i'i ,
b 2=274°{df=6'Pé .001. ‘ ; 4"
_ L ' *Some.of the sample has been lost because orf missing ansvers . )
. for items used in constructing either the sbcioeconomic status
.,k f or- the gxtended famﬂy scale. A ‘o~ )e
. " M 6’6" . : - ) . . . %‘ _ . . -
T . ‘ .-:
u‘,_A . - > i «
-/
L g '
L ~ , . 16.
" - “,3 . - ‘ ~
-'.{ ) ) - - * ==
- * \7 j‘ i ‘
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